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Remarks 

Claims 1-34 remain in the application. Claims 1, 10, 15, 25, and 35 and are independent. 
Applicant submits no new matter is being introduced by way of this Reply. Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejections and objections. Reconsideration of this application in light of the above 
amendments and the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Response to Arguments 

The Office Action on page 2 states in part, "... Applicant also states that a sequence of 
executable instructions is not the same as using a plurality of transactions. But, applicant does 
not clarify the distinction, just mere assertion. ..." 

Applicants believe a sequence of executable instructions is not the same thing as a 
plurality of transactions. A sequence of executable instructions is a command given to a 
processor to carry out a particular operation, which is executable. Moreover, an executable 
instruction is not typically contained in a communications between a gateway (specification, 
paragraph [0059]). Let alone found where a "gateway retrieves at least said e-mail related 
information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a plurality of transactions" 
For at least these reasons, Applicants believe use of the plurality of transactions is absence from 
each of cited references as well as any such combination of the cited references. 

Given the above, Applicants believe the below arguments to be clarified. Should the 
Office believe the arguments are not persuasive, Applicants are hereby respectfully requesting an 
Examiner Interview. 

35 U.S.C. 103 rejections 

Claims 1-17, 20-27, and 30-34 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Munarriz et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0156871, hereafter 
"Munarriz" in view of Kadyk et al., U.S. Patent Number 6,895,425, hereafter "Kadyk." 

Applicants believe a brief overview would be helpful without limitation to the claims. In 
an example embodiment, the gateway 16 may use single self-contained request/response pairs 
54, for example using HTTP objects. These request/response pairs 54 also allows, for example, 
piggybacking of multiple requests in a single self-contained pair. Indeed, both a request for the 
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inbox view as well as a request for the list of folders may be combined in a single request 
transmitted to the gateway 16 by the client 40 (See Specification, paragraph [0055]). By way of 
distinction, an embodiment of the invention comprises the following "gateway retrieves at least 
said e-mail related information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a 
plurality of transactions" as claimed in Claim 1. Use of the plurality of transactions is absence 
from the cited references. 

In particular, Munarriz provides a messaging server program on a server, which receives 
a message file and on recognizes a message . Subsequently, the message is transferred by SMTP 
to a home server of an intended recipient. The server combines in a single server communicating 
with the client and routing the message to its destination (by SMTP). It is clear from the above 
that Munarriz is using a single message, e.g., "a message", and not multiple requests, e.g., a 
plurality of transactions (see Munarriz, paragraph [0044] - [0045]). 

Kadyk does not provide the missing claim feature of "gateway retrieves at least said e- 
mail related information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a plurality of 
transactions" to Munarriz. In particular, Kadyk discloses using an expert proxy server that is 
coupled to a number of wireless devices through a wireless network, and to a number of server 
computer systems through an external network such as, for example, the Internet. The expert 
proxy server acts as an agent for a wireless device by providing a service for the wireless device. 
Specifically, the expert proxy server determines that a service is to be provided to the wireless 
device. Next, the expert proxy server identifies an application that provides the service and then 
communicates with the identified application that provides the service (See Kadyk, Abstract). 
Kadyk also references the use of a sequence of executable instructions as cited by the Office 
Action (Kadyk, Col. 4, lines 1-5). A sequence of executable instructions is not the same thing as 
a gateway retrieving from a broadband network using a plurality of transactions. Therefore, 
Applicants submit that Kadyk does not consider the following "gateway retrieves at least said e- 
mail related information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a plurality of 
transactions." 

Accordingly, neither Munarriz nor Kadyk either taken separately or in combination do 
not teach or suggest the claim feature of "gateway retrieves at least said e-mail related 
information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a plurality of transactions" 
as recited in Claim 1. Accordingly, Applicants believe Claim 1 is in condition for allowance. 
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Claims 2-9 depend from Claim 1 so they too should be allowable for at least the same reasons as 
Claim 1. Claims 10, 15, 25, and 35 include similar claim features as Claim 1. Since Claims 11- 
14 depend from Claim 10, Claims 16-17 and Claims 20-24 depend from Claim 15, Claims 26-27 
and Claims 30-34 depend from Claim 25, they too should be allowable for at least the same 
reasons as stated above. 

Claims 18 and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Munarriz-Kadyk in view of Wener et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication 2006/0085429, 
hereafter "Wener." 

Wener discloses an acknowledged delivery of a full email state change to mobile email 
clients after involuntary disconnects, but does not consider a gateway retrieving from a 
broadband net work using a plurality of transactions. Therefore, Wener does not add the missing 
claim feature of "gateway retrieves at least said e-mail related information from said e-mail 
server via said broadband network using a plurality of transactions" to Munarriz or Kadyk. 

Accordingly, Munarriz, Kadyk, and Wener either taken separately or in combination do 
not teach or suggest the claim feature of "gateway retrieves at least said e-mail related 
information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a plurality of transactions" 
as recited in Claim 1 . 

Claims 15 and 25 include similar claim features as Claim 1. Since Claim 18 depends 
from Claim 15 and Claim 28 depends from Claim 25, they too should be allowable for at least 
the same reasons as stated above. 

Claims 19 and 29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Munarriz-Kadyk in view of Gorty et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0171996, 
hereafter "Gorty." 

Gorty discloses a communications system includes a polling agent that can be part of a 
mobile office platform for polling an electronic mailbox to retrieve unique identifiers (UID's) of 
electronic messages. A database stores the UID's resulting from the polling operation. The 
polling agent is operative for polling the electronic mailbox and retrieving only those UID's that 
are newer than the UID's from a previous polling to determine that new messages are available 
(See Gorty, Abstract). Gorty does not however consider a gateway retrieving from a broadband 
network using a plurality of transactions. Therefore, Gorty does not add the missing claim 
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feature of "gateway retrieves at least said e-mail related information from said e-mail server via 
said broadband network using a plurality of transactions" to Munarriz or Kadyk. 

Accordingly, Munarriz, Kadyk, and Gorty either taken separately or in combination do 
not teach or suggest the claim feature of "gateway retrieves at least said e-mail related 
information from said e-mail server via said broadband network using a plurality of transactions" 
as recited in Claim 1 . 

Claims 15 and 25 include similar claim features as Claim 1. Since Claim 19 depends 
from Claim 15 and Claim 29 depends from Claim 25, they too should be allowable for at least 
the same reasons as stated above. 
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Conclusion 



It is clear from the foregoing that the claims are in condition for allowance. An early 
formal notice of allowance of claims is respectfully requested. Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned with any questions. 

Please charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment that may be due in this matter to 
Deposit Account Number 50-0270. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Thomas J. Arria/ 



Thomas J. Arria 
Registration No. 60,223 



Date: April 26. 2010 
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